A body of research has built up in recent years linking the changing geography of party support in British elections to variations in the country's economic geography.
Consistent with the economic vote model, government support has been shown to be higher than average in affluent areas and lower than average in poorer areas. However, the great majority of such studies have concentrated on elections between 1979 and 1997, a prolonged period of one-party rule. This article argues that this means existing research cannot differentiate between the very different predictions of positional 15 and valence approaches to economic voting since both suggest identical outcomes during Conservative administrations. By contrasting a period of Conservative rule with a period of Labour rule, however, the article provides a test of the competing claims of the positional and valence arguments for an understanding of Britain's electoral geography. Two broad theoretical families have dominated the analysis of electoral behaviour: 25 positional theories, which emphasise voters' social locations, long-term ideologies and loyalties; and valence theories, which explain the voting decision in terms of (usually) short-term judgements of government competence and performance. While these accounts are often discussed as though they are mutually incompatible, they share some common ground. Both make use of the concept of partisan identification (though they 30 conceptualise it in very different ways), and economic interests (albeit once again conceptualised in rather different ways) underpin both approaches. Economic factors have also provided powerful explanations for the geography of the vote, helping analysts understand why voters in some areas tend to vote for one party, while voters in other areas tend to vote for another, and why this might change over 35 time. As we argue below, much of the literature on the economic geography of the vote has implicitly assumed that it is a manifestation of valence politics, ignoring the positional perspective entirely. In this article, we consider both the valence and the positional aspects of the economic geography of the vote, employing evidence from
The analysis of British electoral behaviour has undergone a revolution in recent years. Positional theories dominated the literature from the 1950s to the 1970s, but valence theories have grown in importance since the 1980s, and have now largely replaced positional theories as providing the main explanations of vote choice--not just as a 10 reflection of new academic theoretical orientations but also in response to changes in voter behaviour, as exemplified by the decline of partisan identification since the 1970s. Both theories can involve economic claims but, as discussed below, each has different implications for electoral behaviour. Traditional accounts of voting emphasised positional identities based on major social 15 cleavages, often harking back to past periods of social upheaval (Lipset and Rokkan, 1967) . People supported one party rather than another because of their membership of collectivities associated with that party. One of the theoretical underpinnings of this view was the Michigan model of partisan identification, which claimed that new voters were socialised into support for particular parties, learning their party allegiance from 20 their parents and from others in their residential and work communities. These party loyalties, once acquired, became heuristics for judging politics (if 'my' party supports a measure, it must be good) and strengthened over time. For most voters, as a result, support for a particular party was long-lasting, stable and persistent. In Britain, some voters supported Labour at election after election because they felt it was the party for 25 people like them (i.e. the 'working class'). Similarly, Conservative and (to a lesser extent, largely due to restricted opportunity--the Liberals did not contest many seats until the early 1970s) Liberal voters also supported their parties habitually and from an almost tribal loyalty. In this view, party choice said more about the sociology of the vote than about the politics.
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Economic factors enter the positional account via forces producing politically salient stratifications of society as well as the ways in which the two largest parties in modern British politics have mobilised support around these issues. For instance, for much of the twentieth century, class formed a major--though never all-encompassing--cleavage in British electoral politics. Around three-quarters of manual workers routinely voted 35 Labour, and a similar proportion of white-collar professionals voted for the Conservatives (Pulzer, 1967; Butler and Stokes, 1969) . In large part, the class cleavage reflected the different economic demands of the two major classes. A large proportion of working class voters supported Labour, in no small measure because of its commitment to welfare provision, workers' rights, public ownership and the social 40 wage. And the clear majority of middle class voters supported the Conservatives because of their commitment to market forces, low taxes and private ownership. As a result of the Welfare State reforms introduced by the 1945 Labour government, a further, consumption, cleavage was added to the production-based class cleavage (Dunleavy, 1979; Dunleavy and Husbands, 1985) : those dependent on the state for 45 major services and jobs (such as council house tenants and public sector employees) tended to vote Labour, while individuals working in or consuming services from the For the purposes of this article, however, the key point is that positional arguments see the impact of economics in relatively static terms. Put starkly, 'have-nots' vote for 5 the party of the left; 'haves' vote for the party of the right. Long-term social change (for instance, the transition from an industrial to a post-industrial economy, and the concomitant shift from a society with a working class majority to one dominated by the middle classes) will affect the balance of party support. In the UK, for instance, Labour faced mounting electoral difficulties in the 1980s in part (but not solely) because the 10 manual working class was in numerical decline, while the Conservatives benefited from--and through some of their policies, such as right-to-buy legislation which made it easier for those renting their home from the local state to buy it, tried to increase access to--the expansion of middle class jobs and lifestyles (Crewe, 1986; Heath et al., 2001) . But positional approaches imply that, since they are based on long-term loyalties, 15 the core bases of support for each party will, ceteris paribus, change only slowly if at all.
Beginning in the 1980s, however, a more political interpretation of partisan identification came to the fore. Processes of partisan and class dealignment, occurring throughout the 1970s in most western democracies, weakened the traditional sociological underpinnings of party support (e.g. Dalton, 1996) . In Britain, the class 20 cleavage dissolved and by the mid-1990s could no longer predict how individuals might vote (Alt et al., 1983; Franklin, 1985; Clarke et al., 2004) . The processes underlying dealignment are complex. In part, it reflected a weakening of class loyalties generally. In part, too, it reflected the emergence (in Britain at least) of viable political parties other than Labour or Conservative: the development of truly multi-party politics increased 25 the choice set available to voters and hence reduced the absolute class cleavage (Heath et al., 1985) . But most of all, it was a consequence of the political shocks of the early 1970s, when the post-war consensus broke down and governments of neither the left nor the right seemed able to cope with renewed economic recession (Abramson, 1992) . This political shock coincided in the UK with the emergence of a new phenomenon: the 30 affluent worker (Goldthorpe et al., 1968) . Manual workers who began their working lives before World War II had experienced the inter-war Depression: in the 1960s, they voted Labour in large numbers as an expression of class loyalty. Their children, however, who had entered the workforce during the post-war boom, had memories only of prosperity. They, too, voted Labour in large numbers in the 1960s, but for very 35 different reasons. While their parents' Labour vote was expressive, the children's was instrumental--they voted Labour because they felt the party delivered prosperity. But, crucially, their support was conditional: if Labour was no longer able to provide rising living standards, they were quite prepared to vote for another party. Goldthorpe et al.'s 'affluent worker' study provided an early example of the growing 40 importance of valence politics (see also Stokes, 1963; Key, 1968 (Clarke et al., 2004) . Valence politics underlies the phenomenon of economic voting, in which the 5 performance of the economy is one of the, if not the crucial, yardsticks against which parties are judged. Most voters agree that a strong and growing economy is desirable: the question is which party is best able to deliver it. Economic voting theory often focuses on the performance of parties in government and contrasted with the potential of their main opposition rivals. The argument is that governments which preside over 10 periods of economic growth will normally win re-election, while those whose record covers periods of recession risk electoral defeat, especially if the opposition offers a perceived better alternative. While the basic idea of economic voting is easily explained, however, analysing it has proved controversial. For instance, there are debates in the literature over whether 15 objective or subjective measures of economic performance should be used. Analyses using objective measures typically correlate support for the government with economic indicators such as unemployment and inflation rates (e.g. Lewis-Beck, 1988) . Rising unemployment and inflation are bad news for government re-election prospects, while falling rates are good.
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However, studies based on the use of objective measures cannot take into account the extent to which economic conditions that might be seen as exceptional at one point in time can become relatively normal at another. An example can be found in one of the first analyses of economic voting in the UK. In their pioneer study, Goodhart and Bhansali (1970) reported that between 1961 and 1968, government support in monthly 25 opinion polls dropped by one percentage point for every rise of 10,000 individuals unemployed. However, the 1960s were a period of relatively low unemployment in the UK: only half a million were out of work. By the early 1980s, over 3 million were out of work, yet the Conservative government was re-elected in 1983 when, on Goodhart and Bhansali's model, its vote share should have collapsed. One reason why the objective 30 economic vote function of the 1960s no longer fitted in the early 1980s was that public perceptions had changed: by the later date, voters had become more used to high unemployment and instead were more worried about high inflation than they had been twenty years before. As a result, an alternative approach to the analysis of economic voting emphasises 35 the subjective economy, measured in terms of how voters feel about the state of the economy. Such analyses are typically based on the analysis of survey questions tapping into voters' perceptions of economic change. There are controversies within this subjective literature too, however. In part, these reflect debates over the appropriate time frame over which voters might evaluate the economy (MacKuen et al., 1992; 40 Erikson et al., 2000) . Retrospective voting theories assume that voters use their judgements of past performance when deciding who to support: parties whose economic performance (especially their recent performance) in office is held to be strong win votes, while those whose records are weak lose votes (e.g. Fiorina, 1981) . Prospective theories argue that rational voters should discount the past and make their judgements 45 based on evaluations of the state of the economy in the future (e.g. Sanders et al., 1987; Sanders, 1996 Sanders, , 2004 (sociotropic voters, who might ask 'is the country as a whole, or is my local area, getting better or worse off?'). As with positional voting, however, for this article we focus on one salient aspect of the role of the economy in valence politics. As argued earlier, the economy is a 5 crucial feature of valence politics as it is of positional politics. But the implications are different. While the economy plays a relatively static role in positional politics, it plays a potentially highly dynamic role in valence politics under which those who feel they are becoming better off are likely to vote for the government, whatever its political complexion, while those who feel they are becoming worse 10 off will tend to vote against it. The key issue, from a valence perspective, is how things are changing, not where they currently are. Whether unemployment rates, for instance, are low or high is likely to be of less importance for valence politics than whether they are rising or falling: valence voters will reward a government which produces falling unemployment, even if the headline rate is high; 15 equally, they should punish a government which allows low unemployment rates to increase. This is not to suggest that there is no interaction between positional and valence economic voting. On the contrary, each is likely to affect the other. Long term economic change, for instance, can shift the balance of political power within the electorate. For 20 instance, the emergence of New Labour in the 1990s was in many ways a response to both the 'Thatcher revolution' of the 1980s (increasing reliance on free markets) and to social change (itself in part fostered by the policies followed by Conservative governments since 1979), particularly to the numerical decline of the traditional working class. By the 1990s, to stand any chance of ever winning an election again 25 Labour had to extend its support base out not only to those affluent southern skilled manual workers who had backed Thatcher in the 1980s, but also to the aspirational middle class voters of middle England. It remained a party which claimed to represent the interests of the poorest in UK society. But it also sought to appeal to reasonably affluent voters who were worried about the ability of governments to provide 30 competent economic management. Valence factors can also change slowly over time, as with shifting public responses to different levels of unemployment: voters can become somewhat habituated to persistent unemployment at levels which in more prosperous times might be seen as unacceptable. However, while voters do seem in effect to keep constantly updated running tallies 35 of government performance in mind when they judge incumbents' economic records, with longer term evaluations acting as a brake on the influence of judgments of more recent events, it seems that they do discount the deeper past when evaluating performance (Fiorina, 1981) . Governments with an initially promising record but which begin to hit difficulties can quickly run out of public goodwill: their strong 40 past performance is quickly forgotten in light of their current weaker performance.
While valence effects can be influenced by longer term change, therefore, it is trends over the more recent past which are likely to predominate. On the other hand, some negative valence effects can be long-lived: the Conservatives' reputation for economic policy was severely damaged by the events of 'Black Wednesday' in 45 1992 (a crisis over a run on the pound and changing interest rates which led to precipitate withdrawal from the ERM); it was still uppermost in many voters' minds at the general election nearly five years later and remained potent some years after that. The valence revolution in psephology has also influenced electoral geography. The existence of a pronounced geography of economic performance in most moderate to 5 large countries is well-known. The economic cycle does not affect all regions in the same way or at the same time (Massey, 1984) . While some regions enjoy a boom, others may experience a slump. This was well-illustrated by the expansion and contraction of the so-called north-south economic divide in the UK during the 1980s and 1990s (e.g. Martin and Rowthorn, 1986; Lewis and Townsend, 1989; Pattie and Johnston, 10 1990 ). Recession in the early 1980s hit hardest in northern industrial centres as old manufacturing firms retrenched or closed. The service economy of the south, in contrast, boomed as a result of the de-regulation of financial markets under the Thatcher government. As a result, the economic gap between the poorer north and the more affluent south of Britain widened. In the late 1980s and early 1990s, however, 15 the north-south economic divide narrowed as the southern service economy in its turn suffered a recession, while local economies in the north recovered. Economic voting theory would lead us to expect support for the government to be highest among those who felt it was handling the economy well and lowest among those who felt it was handling it badly. But, because of the significant spatial variations in economic 20 performance just discussed, how well or badly voters felt the government was handling the economy would in all probability be influenced, at least in part, by where they lived and what they saw happening to their local area. The changing electoral geography of the UK over the last two decades has been consistent with this analysis. As the economic north-south divide widened in the 1980s, 25 so too did the equivalent electoral divide (Johnston et al., 1988; Martin, 1988) . Support for the Labour opposition grew in the recession-bound north, while it was the governing Conservatives who benefited most in the booming south. As the economic divide began to narrow in the later 1980s, so too did the electoral divide. At the 1992 election, support for the Conservative government stopped falling in the economically 30 recovering north, but slipped in the now recession-bound south, where the opposition Labour vote began to recover (Johnston and Pattie, 1992a )-and expanded greatly at the following (1997) election (Curtice and Park, 1999) . The relationship between economic and electoral geographies is not restricted to such broad-brush regional trends. Constituency election results correlate well with local 35 economic conditions. The local unemployment rate is a frequently used indicator of local economic conditions, partly because of its clear link to economic performance (affluent and growing regions will have low and/or falling unemployment rates, while poorer and declining areas will have high or growing unemployment), and partly because (in the UK at least) constituency-level unemployment data are readily 40 available. Analyses of the relationship between constituency unemployment and voting patterns throughout the 1980s and 1990s consistently reported that the higher the rates of unemployment locally, the lower was the constituency share of the vote for the government. In their analysis of voting at the 1983 UK General Election, Owens and Wade (1988) found that the vote share won by the Conservative government in each 45 constituency was negatively related to the local unemployment rate at the time of the election, and to changes in the rate in the year before the election, but was positively related to both average local income levels and changes in average local incomes
Analyses of constituency voting at the 1987 and 1992 elections revealed similar patterns (Johnston and Pattie, 1992b; . Furthermore, other local economic indicators are also related to constituency voting patterns. For instance, local housing markets can be volatile. This is important for 5 economic well-being as buying a house is not only one of the largest financial transactions most adults ever engage in (exposing themselves to substantial amounts of mortgage debt in the process) but can also have a significant effect on disposable income. When housing markets are buoyant, and prices are rising rapidly, home owners can see the value of their main asset, their home, increase dramatically in a relatively 10 short period of time. When this happens, they can either realise the gain (by down-sizing or by moving to a region where house prices are lower, and pocketing the profit), or they can borrow against their assets. But house markets can also slump: home owners' assets then decrease, lowering their borrowing power. And some home owners may find that the market value of their home drops below the value of their outstanding 15 mortgage, leaving them in negative equity. One aspect of the service sector recession in the south east of England in the early 1990s was the collapse of the local housing market. Home owners in the region, who had seen the value of their properties rise rapidly during the 1980s, now saw it fall again, placing many in negative equity. Other regions of the country were less severely affected--or not affected at all--by the market 20 collapse, however (Dorling, 1994) . Not surprisingly, therefore, the constituency geography of the vote at the 1992 General Election was also affected by the geography of the local housing market . The higher local house prices were in an area prior to the election, the more they had increased in the months before the poll (or the less they had decreased, given the recession), and the fewer local households 25 with negative equity, the better the Conservative government's constituency vote share held up. The electoral impact of economic geography can also be measured at the level of individual voters. Several studies in recent years have shown that voters' perceptions of how their local region's economy has fared relative to the national average is related 30 to the actual state of the local economy and has an independent influence on their vote choice--in addition to their egocentric and national sociotropic evaluations , 1998 Pattie, 1997, 2001; . Indeed, there is evidence that some (altruistic) voters put those evaluations of their local regional economy ahead of their personal economic situations in determining whether 35 to reward the government by voting for its return to power (Johnston et al., 2000) .
An electoral geography shortcoming--and a proposed solution
A sizeable body of work has built up, therefore, suggesting that Britain's changing economic geography has an influence on its changing electoral geography. Almost all of this work was underpinned by a valence politics view of economic voting: Britain's 40 electoral geography was affected by the geography of economic winners and losers, who were, in their turn, rewarding or punishing the government of the day for its handling of the economy. However, the great majority of studies were undertaken during the long period of Conservative rule between 1979 and 1997. As a result, while the results discussed above are consistent with valence politics (those becoming more affluent vote 45 for the government--the Conservatives--while those becoming less so vote for the main party of opposition--Labour), they are also consistent with the positional perspective (the affluent tend to vote for the main party of the right--the Conservatives--while the less affluent tend to vote for the main party of the left--Labour).
While there is strong evidence of valence politics playing a role in the decision-5 making of individual voters, therefore, evidence for its impact on constituency and regional voting trends has been at best circumstantial to date. However, the change of government at the 1997 General Election provides a natural experiment by means of which we can untangle the relative roles of economic factors in positional and valence politics for an understanding of electoral geography. Unlike the Conservative years of 10 the 1980s and early 1990s, at the New Labour government's re-election battles in 2001 and 2005 the relative predictions of positional and valence economic voting for Britain's electoral geography point in different directions. Positional theories, emphasising the importance of deep-seated sociological loyalties, would imply a lower vote for Labour, the party of government, in the most affluent areas, and a higher vote in the least 15 affluent areas. Valence politics, on the other hand, emphasises the importance of performance and competence, so we would expect the Labour government to do best in areas where the local economy was improving and worst where it was declining. As discussed above, the positional economic vote theory can be tested by looking at how well or badly off people are in a constituency now. As in previous research, 20 measures of constituency unemployment rates and average house prices near to the time of an election give good measures of static economic conditions locally. 1 Dynamic data, stressing change over time, are better suited to testing the valence perspective, however: how much better or worse off are people becoming in different constituencies? In what follows, dynamic measures of local economic conditions are provided by looking at 25 changes in the local unemployment rate and in average house prices in the months before the election. Ideally, we would seek further indicators of constituency-level economic performance. However, unemployment and house prices are almost the only economic data series available over time at the appropriate scale. Income data would be ideal for our 30 purposes, for instance. But no reliable constituency-level estimates of average incomes exist. Partly to take into account some of the resulting unmeasured variance in constituency voting, the analyses discussed below control for party constituency vote shares at the preceding election (1987 for the 1992 analyses; 2001 for the 2005 analyses). This in effect controls for a wide variety of other influences on the vote, including such 35 factors as party campaigning, local social structure, regional voting trends and MP incumbency effects.
Hypotheses
We have two separate theories that offer explanations for recent patterns of voting in Great Britain, therefore: are both needed to provide a full account, or is one of them 40 much superior to the other?
In addressing that question, we present two basic hypotheses. With each, the goal is to account for changing geographies of voting between each of two pairs of elections. Many arguments regarding change over time in support for the main political parties +
NLM-XML TEMPLATE OUP follow Butler and Stokes (1969) in suggesting a uniform pattern of swing--the volume of inter-party movement in support should be the same everywhere. However, since, as argued here, many of the key indicators that impact on voting vary spatially, we anticipate that the geography of change in support for each party will reflect that spatial 5 variation.
For the positionality theory we hypothesise that:
H1 -relative growth in support for the Labour party should always be greatest in the least affluent areas, defined here as the areas of highest unemployment and lowest property prices; the reverse should apply for the Conservative party.
10 Whichever party is in power, therefore, the geography of relative change should always be in the same direction relative to the national trend--towards Labour in the least affluent areas and the Conservatives in the most affluent. For the valence theory, on the other hand, we expect that the patterns of relative change will reflect which party was in power before the relevant election (the Conservatives in 1992 and Labour in 2005). 15 Thus:
H2 -relative growth in support for the government party should always be greatest (relative to the national trend) in areas of improving economic conditions, defined here as changes in the unemployment rate and housing prices, and least in areas where economic conditions are least buoyant. To evaluate the relative importance of the two theories we first put them to separate tests: if one offers a better statistical account for the changing patterns than the other, this should be clear from the relative size and significance of the various coefficients--holding constant that incorporating the uniform swing. It may be, however, that both 30 2 These contests were chosen as they were different in two respects, one of which is crucial for our analysis, but similar in several other ways. While the 1992 +
NLM-XML TEMPLATE OUP election took place in the context of an economic recession, the 2005 contest occurred during a period of economic growth (one which had continued unabated since the mid1990s). But for our purposes, a second difference between the elections is just as important: the incumbent government was Conservative in the first contest and Labour 5 in the second. The main similarity between the elections, and one which helps control other, more cyclical elements of support for governments, is that both contests occurred at similar stages in the life-cycle of two long-lived governments. Both elections were defended by a government which had been in office for some years (the Conservatives for thirteen years since 1979; Labour for eight years since 1997): furthermore, each had 10 been re-elected by a convincing majority at one or more previous elections (Conservatives in 1983 and 1987; Labour in 2001) , but was losing popularity in the country in the run-up to the contest to be analysed. Examining two elections defended by different governments but at similar stages in the electoral cycle thus allow us to examine the relative merits of positional and valence economic vote theories for an 15 understanding of electoral geography.
Positional economic voting … .?
The positional economic voting case, as we have seen, makes clear predictions about the relationship between economic and electoral geography. If positional economic voting takes place, support for Labour, the main party of the left, should always be highest, 20 and hold up best, in the least affluent areas, other things being equal and lowest in the most affluent areas. Support for the main party of the right, meanwhile, should be the mirror image: always highest in the most affluent areas and lowest in the poorest. We assess these predictions using regression models. The two major parties' constituency shares at each of the 1992 and 2005 elections are regressed against a static 25 indicator of local affluence and against the party's vote share at the preceding election (1987 and 2001 respectively). As noted above, by including past vote share in the models, we in effect control for long-term patterns of party support and focus our analyses on spatial variations in the movement of support between parties between elections. Hence any economic vote effects revealed by the regression equations are net 30 of other potential influences on the vote.
The first set of analyses focuses on the impact on party support of the constituency unemployment rate at around the time of the election. In the 1992 election models, we use the unemployment rate in December 1991: for the 2005 election models, we employ the June 2005 unemployment rates. Each represents the most up to date information 35 available to parties and voters at the time of each election.
The results of the models are shown in Table 1 . Since full data are not available for all British constituencies in both elections (because the number of constituencies in Scotland was reduced from 72 to 59 between the 2005 and 2001 elections: the constituencies remained constant in England and Wales), we have run our models both 40 for Britain as a whole and for England and Wales only. As one would expect, there is considerable stability over time in the geography of the Labour and Conservative vote. Both parties' vote shares in the election being analysed were strongly and positively related to their vote shares at the previous contest, with coefficients close to unity. Britain's electoral geography seldom changes radically from one election to another. 45 This also explains why the R 2 statistics for these and all subsequent models in the article are so high: by a considerable margin, the single best guide to how well a party will do in a constituency at any election is how well it did there at the previous contest. At least in terms of their relative geographies, British voting patterns tend to vary little from election to election. That said, the patterns clearly do change, since party fortunes wax and wane. And 5 part of the residual variation can be accounted for by local unemployment patterns.
The local unemployment rate is significantly related to vote share in all four GB equations, and in three of the England and Wales only models (the exception is the model for Labour vote in 2005). Each of the significant coefficients is signed as predicted by the positional economic vote argument: positive in Labour models, 10 negative in Conservative models. Other things being equal, Labour did indeed do better (and the Conservatives worse) in less affluent areas, and worse (better) in the more affluent, even when each party's past performance is held constant. It is worth noting, too, that the 'best fit' models reported in Table 1 all employ the natural logarithm of the eve-of-poll unemployment rate. Experimentation with different 15 specifications showed this was the most appropriate model form. The substantive interpretation is that Labour's vote share rises, and the Conservatives' falls, as local unemployment increases, but that the rate at which this occurs is slower at relatively high unemployment levels than at relatively low levels. The point is illustrated graphically in Figure 1 , which shows the bivariate relationship between local 20 unemployment and the Labour vote at the 2005 election in England and Wales.
Where local unemployment rates are low, relatively small differences in unemployment from seat to seat have relatively large impacts on Labour's vote there. But where local unemployment is above average (around 3% of the working population in 2005), large differences between seats in the proportion out of work have smaller impacts on 25 variations in the party's support. A lowess nearest neighbour regression trend line applied to the data in Figure 1 shows the pattern clearly: the rate of ascent of the curve slows as unemployment rises. The results reported in Table 1 are entirely consistent with the positional economic vote theory. Local affluence or poverty is related to support for parties of the right or Further confirmation of this observation is provided if we measure local economic conditions by the state of local housing markets (Table 2) . Here, the static measure of economic conditions is given by an estimate of the average constituency house price (in thousands of pounds) prior to the election. For the 1992 election, we use average 10 house prices in 1991; for 2005, we employ the average house price in 2003 (the most recent year for which data were available at this scale)--standardised for house type and size. Although the house price data are not exactly contemporaneous with the times of the elections, the relative geographies of affluence they reveal are unlikely to have changed dramatically before polling day, so we are confident that the basic 15 relationships discussed below are robust. As before, the local economic conditions coefficients in Table 2 broadly confirm the positional economic vote perspective (since no data were available for the Scottish seats in 2005, the Great Britain analyses are restricted to the 1992 election). In every model of Conservative voting, and in the model for Labour's 2005 vote in England and Wales, 5 the house price coefficients were significant and correctly signed. The higher house prices were locally, the better the Conservatives did there compared to their performance at the preceding election, other things being equal, and the worse Labour did.
…. Or valence economic voting?
10 What of the valence perspective, which argues that governments benefit, other things being equal, from improving economic conditions, while they are punished for economic decline? To test this argument, we use measures of change in the unemployment rate over time (between 1983 and 1991 for the 1992 election, and between 1997 and 2005 for the 2005 contest), and the percentage change over time in 15 average house prices (between 1989 and 1991 and between 2001 and 2003 respectively) .
We employ percentage change measures here since they best capture the relative rate of change: absolute measures of change are affected by how poor or affluent an area was to start with, and so are not ideal for our purpose. 3 One again, regression models are employed and a control is included for constituency vote share at the preceding election.
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While the positional theory leads to an expectation that coefficients for economic variables will always have the same sign in equations for a particular party's vote share, whether or not that party is the incumbent government, the valence theory does not. 3 For instance, take two areas, one where average house prices start at £70,000 and the other where they are £250,000. If house prices increase over the next year in both areas by the same absolute amount, say by £60,000, an absolute measure would lead us to expect similar impacts on party support. But a moment's reflection shows that the price rise is more dramatic for the first area (where it represents an 86% increase in the average value of local properties) than in the second (where local home owners experience a much more modest 24% rise I their home's value). Valence models predict that the government party's vote share will be positively related to measures of economic improvement, and negatively related to measures of economic decline, irrespective of the ideological predisposition of the government. In the difficult economic circumstances of 1992, therefore, we would expect support for the 5 government--the Conservatives in that election year--to be lowest where unemployment was growing most rapidly, or where house prices were falling by the largest relative amount. Or, in the rather better economic environment of 2005, support for the Labour government should be lower in areas where house prices rose, or unemployment fell, relatively slowly than where the situation was improving more rapidly.
10
Because of the adoption of new constituencies in Scotland prior to the 2005 election, we are unable to calculate rates of change in our economic measures for seats north of the border for analyses of voting at that contest. Our Great Britain models are therefore restricted to 1992 data. That notwithstanding, however, the results of these analyses are consistent with the predictions of the valence theory. Turning first to the impact of 15 unemployment change on party support, the analyses in Table 3 show that increasing unemployment locally is always associated with falling support for the government, other things being equal: the relevant coefficients are always negative and significant, whether we are looking at the Conservative government in 1992, or the Labour government in 2005, and whether (in 1992, at least) we examine trends in the whole of 20 Great Britain, or just in England and Wales. And in 1992 at least, the Great Britain models show that Labour, the main opposition, did better, other things being equal, in seats where unemployment was worsening than where it was improving (as demonstrated by the positive and significant coefficient for unemployment change). That said, when attention is focussed just on England and Wales, 25 unemployment change was not related to support for the opposition in either election: the relevant coefficient was insignificant in both in the 1992 Labour model and in the 2005 Conservative model. Some support for the valence perspective is also provided by models utilising measures of change in local housing markets ( Labour vote. Intriguingly, however, change in local housing market conditions was not related to support for the Conservative government in 1992 when the analysis was restricted to England and Wales only. But--as the valence model would lead us to expect--the Conservative opposition in 2005 did better in English and Welsh seats 5 where the local housing market had fared relatively poorly prior to that election than in seats where the housing market had boomed, other things being equal.
Putting it together: combined models
The evidence outlined earlier suggests that both valence and positional economic voting had a bearing on the geography of the vote in the UK at the two general elections 10 studied here. But does one perspective have greater analytical success in accounting for constituency vote shares than the other? To find out, the regression models were repeated, including both positional and valence measures simultaneously. 4 The analyses provide some support for both approaches.
Turning first to the combined models for unemployment (Table 5) , positional 15 economic voting was evident in five of the six models tested (since we have no data on unemployment change for Scottish constituencies in 2005, models for all British constituencies could only be estimated for the 1992 election). Only in the model for Labour's 2005 vote share in England and Wales was there no support for the positional approach. In all other models, the unemployment rate just before the election was 20 positively related to Labour support, and negatively related to Conservative support, even when we control for each party's past vote share locally, for change in unemployment over time, and (by comparing 1992 with 2005) when we control for the partisanship of the incumbent government. The valence model finds some support too. In both 1992 and in 2005, the governing party's constituency vote share was lower in constituencies where unemployment had become relatively worse than in seats where it had improved. And for England and Wales at the 2005 election at least, the relationship between support for the 5 Conservative opposition and the rate of change in unemployment locally was as expected: the worse things got (and the more that unemployment grew), the better the Conservatives did. That said, valence factors seemed to have the predicted effect in only four of the six models: unemployment change had no significant impact on support for the Labour opposition in 1992, once controls had been included for past vote and the 10 unemployment rate at the time of the election.
The models for local housing market conditions tell a similar story (Table 6 ). Multicollinearity is a greater potential problem here than in the unemployment models: the correlation between average house prices in 2003 and house price change in England and Wales between 2001 and 2003 was À0.687, for instance. Interpreting these results 15 requires some caution, therefore. That said, there is support for the positional perspective in four of the six equations: the higher the average house price in a constituency, the higher the Conservatives' vote share there at both the 1992 and 2005 elections, and (at the 2005 election in England and Wales) the lower Labour's vote share. Valence voting finds some support, too, though less than was the case for 20 unemployment. Improving local housing market conditions had a positive effect on support for the Conservative government throughout Britain in 1992 (though the significant correlation was not replicated in the England and Wales only models). And the better the local housing market performed in England and Wales in the run-up to the 2005 election, the lower the vote share won there by the Conservative opposition. 25 However, once past party strength and current housing market conditions were taken into account, changing housing market conditions locally had no effect upon support for Labour, irrespective of whether the party was in government or opposition at the time. Overall, therefore, the combined models find support for both perspectives. That said, the coefficients reported in Tables 5 and 6 illustrate two further points which are worth emphasising here. First, the positional perspective seems to provide a more consistent explanation of constituency voting patterns than does the valence 5 perspective. Fully nine out of the twelve positional coefficients are significant, and all are correctly signed. By comparison, only five out of the twelve valence coefficients are significant (though once again, all are correctly signed). Second, both perspectives are more effective in predicting the Conservatives' constituency vote share (whether the party is in or out of office) than they are at predicting Labour's vote share. All six of 10 the positional coefficients in the Conservative models, and five of the twelve Conservative valence coefficients, were significant and correctly signed. This contrasts with only three significant positional coefficients and one significant valence coefficient in the Labour models. Quite why there should be such an asymmetry in the impact of economic factors 15 (whether positional or valence) between the Conservative and Labour models is unclear. Several apparently plausible explanations do not stand up to scrutiny. For instance, it might be argued that the asymmetry shows that economic factors are held to be more important for the Conservatives than for Labour. It is certainly true that for much of the post-war period the Conservatives were seen as better economic managers 20 than were Labour, irrespective of who was in office. However, this reputation for economic competence was lost in the aftermath of the 1992 ERM crisis. Between then and 2005, polls consistently showed that more voters thought Labour was now the party better able to handle the economy than the Conservatives, a dramatic reversal of the post-war status quo (Sanders, 1999; Clarke et al., 2004, p. 63 the electorate as they were in the 1970s and 1980s. For instance, the 1979 general election was fought against a growing recession and rapidly rising unemployment reaching then post-war record levels. This gave the Conservative opposition's most memorable poster of that contest considerable resonance: it showed a picture of a long 5 queue of people outside an unemployment office, alongside the slogan 'Labour isn't working' and tapped into realistic fears of losing one's job. In the near-full employment environment of the 2005 election, however, few voters realistically feared being out of work. The Conservatives, once more in opposition, used their campaign at that election to attack Labour on service delivery, sleaze and the Iraq war, not on the economy. 10 Unemployment did figure in the campaign, but in a negative way: the Labour government ran a poster campaign reminding voters of high levels of unemployment under the two previous Conservative Prime Ministers, and suggesting a return to high levels if a new Conservative Prime Minister were to take office. But few voters seem to have noticed.
15
In a similar vein, we might argue that economic performance can have a considerable effect (whether for good or ill) on government support, but will have more limited effects on support for opposition parties. But even if that were so, it fails to explain why local economic conditions are no more consistent an explanation of Labour's constituency vote in 2005 (when the party was in government) than was the case in 20 1992 (when it was in opposition). Nor does it account for the continued importance of the local economy in an account of the electoral geography of the Conservative vote, irrespective of whether the party was in power (1992) or in opposition (2005) . A third argument might be that while the 1992 election was fought against the backdrop of a recession, the 2005 election took place during a (prolonged) economic 25 boom. Past work has suggested that the effects of recession and growth on government popularity are asymmetric: governments are more likely to be punished for economic failure than to be credited with economic success (e.g. Alt, 1979) . But if this is the case, why are Conservative constituency fortunes shaped by local economic conditions whether the party is in our out of power nationally and why did Labour not benefit 30 more clearly from poor local conditions in 1992?
A fourth possible explanation is a variant of the third. The other major difference between the 1992 and 2005 contests was the very different way in which war against Iraq affected the latter election compared to the former. The 1991 Gulf War had been relatively short, had UN approval and was widely seen as legitimate, successfully 35 achieved its aims (the liberation of Kuwait), and generally popular at home. However, any positive effect it might have had on support for the Conservative government was hugely overshadowed by concerns over the state of the economy (which damaged government support) and by the positive effects of Mrs Thatcher's replacement by John Major as PM and party leader (Clarke and Stewart, 1995; Sanders, 1996) . In 2005, by 40 contrast, the 2003 invasion of Iraq had come to be seen as a defining moment for the New Labour government. The war itself had been very unpopular (generating, for instance, some of the largest public protests ever seen in the UK), was widely seen as illegitimate and, worse yet, the post-war security situation in Iraq was deteriorating rapidly, with no clear sign of when British and American troops might be withdrawn. 45 As a result, public disquiet over the government's Iraq policy might well have substantially limited Labour's ability to benefit from economic good news in 2005. If this is the case, then the asymmetry in the apparent impact of constituency economic 5 should be no such asymmetry at New Labour's previous--and much more successful--re-election battle in the 2001 election, which occurred before the onset of the post-9/11 'war on terror' and the Iraq conflict. The models reported in Tables 5 and 6 (Table 7) . However, even when we factor out the negative impact of the Iraq conflict on Labour support by looking at the 2001 contest, the asymmetry persists. Three out of the four constituency economic indicators prove significant and correctly signed in the models for Conservative vote share in 2001 15 (including both the valence measures). But only one--the housing market valence measure--is significant in the Labour models (though the housing market positional measure--average house prices in 2001--comes close to statistical significance: the P-value is 0.054). Labour did better in 2001, other things being equal, in seats where house prices grew relatively rapidly than where the local housing market was 20 performing less well. In other words, plausible though an Iraq effect might be, it cannot account for the asymmetry between Labour and the Conservatives in the impact of local economic conditions on their constituency vote shares. The result remains a puzzle.
Conclusions
25 Theories of economic voting have proved highly successful in accounting for the changing electoral fortunes of governing parties (although for critical views see Evans and Andersen, 2006; Johnston et al., 2005) . Economic success, other things being equal, should boost government support, while economic failure should damage it. Applied to analyses of electoral geography, this implies that the geography of government support should be related to the geography of affluence and poverty. However, existing analyses confound two potentially very different ways in which economic geography might affect electoral geography. The positional account relates ideological predispositions to place in the economic hierarchy: support for parties of the left should be highest in the least 5 affluent areas, while support for parties of the right should be highest in the most affluent. From a valence perspective, however, what matters is performance: irrespective of the ideological leaning of the party in office, government support should increase in areas where living standards are increasing, and should fall where they are in decline. But since most past studies of constituency voting and economic 10 conditions in the UK have focused on elections held under Conservative governments, they have not been able to differentiate between the positional and valence perspectives, since under these circumstances both make the same predictions. Indeed, it would be true to say that few existing studies of the economic geography of the constituency vote in the UK have even been aware that there was a potential conflict between valence and 15 positional perspectives on the electoral role of economic conditions.
By comparing a period of Labour rule with a Conservative period of office, however, it is possible to get some purchase on the issue. The article has argued that the positional perspective is best evaluated by relating changes in party support to static measures of economic conditions, while the valence perspective is best evaluated by 20 dynamic measures showing change over time. Analyses of constituency voting patterns at the 1992 and 2005 elections have borne this out. Support for Labour is always highest in the poorest areas, other things being equal, while support for the Conservatives is always highest in the most affluent. But, irrespective of which party is in power, the government of the day gets more support, other things being equal, where economic 25 conditions are improving than in communities where they are worsening. Both the valence and the positional perspective on the electoral impact of the economy have a part to play in understanding the electoral geography of Great Britain, therefore, although there is an asymmetry in the outcomes--valence issues are more likely to impact on the Conservatives' than Labour's support--which calls for further research. 30 But the results reported here demonstrate the need for clarity in how these different perspectives are dealt with analytically. 
